My comments address Federal Register Vol. 70, No. 29/Proposed Rule: Performance Management—Subpart D, Sub-section entitled, “Monitoring Performance and Providing Feedback”

The aforementioned sub section reads “one of the main objectives of the pay-for-performance system is to replace the culture of pay-for-longevity with pay-for-results-driven performance. Over time, there should be individual distinctions based on performance and high performance should receive more pay than average or low performers (Federal Register, 2005).”

My objection too the previously mentioned sub-section is as follows:

· While it may well be possible to define the term pay-for performance, it has been my experience that defining pay-for-performance is subjective in nature. For example, as a person who has spent a great deal of my working life in the private sector prior to being recruited by the Department of Defense, (DoD), one of the main causes for much angst during my years spent in the private sector was the very concept of “pay for performance.” Here is why: Pay-for-performance is linked to managerial human capital— the operative word here is human. As humans, we are by nature subjective, which means that I may in fact be capable of being defined as an excellent performer but without the proper opportunity to exhibit such talents, I may well be perceived as an “average or low performer” based on input from managerial human capital. 

Question: Can the proposed managerial training you are going to offer to mangers/supervisors at the ‘worker bee level’ guarantee ALL employees fair and equitable treatment under this new system? 

Comment:  To answer my own question I doubt that all the training in the world can lead a manager/supervisor to treat all of his/her employees in a fair and equitable manner, because human nature is always at work. While I am ashamed to share this next example, it is my known experience: when working in the private sector, if my boss was not particularly fond of an employee’s race, you can bet that that employee was at risk for any of the following actions:

· Receiving assignments that were considered busy work, (e.g., assigned actions added no real value to the company mission, goals, etc).

· Pay Raises that were not fair or equitable but because the guiding rule was that of pay-for-performance, the employee truly had no recourse.

· Disliked employees are most likely to be reprimanded for violations commonly committed by other employees daily—(e.g., returning from lunch/breaks late, errors in work, etc)

The one good benefit about the system that we currently function with is this: it allows all employees to be treated fair and equitable regardless—and by the former I mean this: guaranteed COLA’s, and etceteras. Also, to my knowledge managers/supervisors were not complaining about this system.

